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Introduction
In every stage of its development the welfare state has met criticism. Moreover, more than once its actual state has been declared as one of essential crisis, be it for different stage-specific reasons (Heclo, 1981; Esping-Andersen, 1999) . A recurrent critique of the welfare state concerns its alleged unintended, negative, social and moral consequences. This critique expresses the idea that the welfare state, in spite of or even because of its good intentions, has a crowding out effect upon the social capital of the society it serves. Critics more specifically argue that social expenditures and comprehensive social programmes 'crowd out' informal caring relations and social networks, as well as familial, communal and occupational systems of self-help and reciprocity; thereby fostering social isolation, anomie and self-centredness, and leading to a general decline of commitment to civil norms, of participation in civil society, and trust in fellow citizens and social institutions (e.g. Habermas, 1973; Offe, 1984; Wolfe, 1989; Etzioni, 1995; Fukuyama, 2000; Putnam, 2000) .
Others, however, have rejected the crowding out hypothesis by arguing to the contrary that a well-developed welfare state creates the structural and cultural conditions for a thriving and pluralist civil society. In their opinion, comprehensive welfare states use voluntary organizations, and invest in them; they offer people the financial resources and the free time to actively develop their social capital; they set examples of taking responsibility for the good of others, and of behaving solidaristically and impartially (Skocpol, 1996; Kuhnle and Alestalo, 2000; Rothstein, 2001; Salamon and Sokolowski, 2003) . In spite of these contrary opinions, in the literature, the crowding out perspective appears most persistent and dominant. Therefore we concentrate on this hypothesis and not on its opposite.
Recently, the alleged negative relation between public-welfare arrangements and social capital has once more become a pivotal issue in the welfare state debate, due to the upswing of communitarian and 'third way' views on welfare society. Communitarians seem to accept the idea that the 'traditional' welfare state neglected or even eroded the possible and necessary contributions of civil society and the family to the production of human welfare (Etzioni, 1995) . As a solution they propose a revitalization of communities and a retrenchment of the welfare state. 'Third-way' ideologists plead for turning towards an 'enabling' welfare state, which stimulates and revitalizes the welfare potentials of civil society and the family (Giddens, 1998) . Others, however, expect that reducing government social policies will have negative instead of positive effects on social capital. They suggest that less state welfare will not restore the supportive functions of civil society and family that have eroded in the period of welfare-state expansion (Boje, 1996) . It will rather stimulate self-interested, 'knavish' behaviour (LeGrand, 1997) and reduce levels of generalized trust even further (Goodin, 1996; Taylor-Gooby, 1998) .
Although the crowding out hypothesis does not exhaust all the issues that are raised about the relation between welfare and social capital, 1 it is of central and pivotal significance for understanding the societal effects of the welfare state. Given this, and the high moral debate surrounding it, it is remarkable to see how little empirical evidence there is to substantiate the hypothesis and, what is more, to see that the available evidence is contradictory.
In this article, therefore, we leave the ideological debate aside and concentrate on empirical questions about the crowding out hypothesis, which in its most general form says: For every welfare state, if social obligations become increasingly public, then its institutional arrangements to an increasing extent crowd out private obligations or make them at least no longer necessary. As a result, voluntary, familial, communal and other interpersonal ties tend to weaken, people will lose their moral sense of collective and communal duties and responsibilities, and they will end up having less trust in their fellow citizens and in the institutions they are surrounded by.
We will briefly review the empirical evidence on the crowding out hypothesis, refine our research questions, and then present findings of our cross-national analysis of the empirical relation between various forms of social capital and characteristics of 23 contemporary European welfare states. We will use data from the 1999/2000 wave of the European Values Study survey (EVS). The main conclusion will be that the crowding out hypothesis is not supported by our data.
Empirical evidence on the crowding out hypothesis
One can test the crowding out hypothesis by using either longitudinal or cross-sectional data. In the former case one analyses the dynamics of welfare-state policies and social capital in one or preferably several welfare states over the course of time. In the latter case one looks at several welfare states at the same point in time, arranges these states according to the comprehensiveness of public social obligations, and compares this ordering with the country differences in levels of social capital.
The strongest test of the 'crowding out' hypothesis would need time-series and panel data for a great number of welfare states. Alas, such data are not available. The longitudinal studies available are confined to single countries. In the US, for instance, declines in social engagement have been documented by several such studies. Putnam (1995; , for example, found evidence for a decline in social capital in the period 1930-98, using a wide array of data and measures, including volunteering, voting, trust and membership. Costa and Kahn (2003) used an exhaustive list of data-sets drawn from studies of the labour force, studies of political participation, social surveys, time-use studies, marketing studies, and studies of volunteering. In the period 1952-98 they found small declines in the proportion of Americans reporting any time spent volunteering or any organizational membership, and large declines in the proportion of visiting friends and relatives. In search of an explanation, the studies mentioned used, unfortunately, only demographic and socioeconomic characteristics as independent variables and did not include social-policy issues such as welfare-state development. So, there is no direct proof of the crowding out hypothesis in the US case, only circumstantial evidence. Moreover, other researchers have empirically contested the above mentioned claims of an ongoing social-capital decline in the US. Ladd (1996) pointed out that Putnam used survey information uncritically and that the declines he observed were sometimes artefacts of the statistical methods used or did not show up on closer inspection. Paxton (1999) , using data from the General Social Survey in the period 1975-94, found no evidence of a decline in social association (measured by using group memberships and evenings spent with friends or neighbours), but did find evidence of a decline in trust. This means that, as far as the US is concerned, the findings are inconclusive.
In Europe, however, longitudinal onecountry studies have mostly led to refutation of the crowding out hypothesis. Rothstein (2001) , using time series data and pooled crosssectional survey data, came to the conclusion that in Sweden, people's trust in others, their political engagement and activities in voluntary organizations actually increased rather than decreased during the period of welfare-state development. Hall (1999) , using the same kind of data, shows that there has been no equivalent erosion of social participation in Britain (although there has been an apparent decline in social trust). Following the same kind of procedure as Rothstein and Hall, Freitag (2001) found no decline in social capital in Switzerland, and neither did Siisiäinen (1999) in Finland. In the Netherlands, a most systematic and detailed longitudinal study on trends in social-capital development using the Social and Cultural Planning Bureau's attitudinal and behavioural repeated surveys shows that, over a period of over 40 years, pro-social attitudes, trust in other people and supportive behaviour in families and neighbourhoods have not declined, and that participation in civil-society networks and voluntary organizations have even increased (De Hart and Dekker, 1999) .
Cross-national, cross-sectional research projects into welfare-state-cum-social-capital development have been few in number and are confined to Europe. They have, moreover, led to contradictory conclusions. Scheepers et al. (2002) used Eurobarometer samples of people of 60 years of age or older for 13 countries to test the hypothesis that type of welfare-state regime has an impact on social contacts with friends and family, which is one particular dimension of social capital. They found support for the crowding out hypothesis, because older people living in comprehensive Scandinavian welfare states had the least social contacts with both family and friends. Older people living in budding Mediterranean welfare states, with their underdeveloped systems of social security and, consequently, their reliance on family arrangements, had the most social contact with family and friends. Using social expenditure as an indicator, instead of a welfare-state typology, led to similar conclusions. The higher the social expenditure, the fewer the social contacts of older people. A more encompassing test of the crowding out hypothesis -constructing a composite additive measurement instrument for social capital using survey data from the 1999/ 2000 wave of the European Values Study, including all member states of the European Union and an age range of 16 years and upled to opposite conclusions (Arts et al., 2003) . In this study, the Mediterranean welfare states had the lowest social capital and the Scandinavian ones the highest. The study also found a strong and statistically significant positive correlation of .81 between a welfare state's social expenditures and the amount of social capital among their populations. Regarding active participation in voluntary organizations, European and wider international comparative studies have found that welfare state comprehensiveness and the social expenditure of countries are positively related to national rates of volunteering. For instance, Gaskin and Smith (1995) found that among European welfare states volunteering is highest in Sweden and the Netherlands, and Salamon and Sokolowski (2003) found a .63 correlation between government social spending and rate of volunteering in a 23-country sample.
Multidimensionality of social capital and new questions for empirical research
Because of contradictions in findings and variations in measurement of social capital, the crowding out issue is not yet resolved empirically. Some comparative welfare-state scholars even doubt the possibility of testing the hypothesis cross-nationally. In their opinion the concept of social capital has not been nailed down sufficiently to be usable in quantitative cross-national research (Dasgupta and Serageldin, 1999) . This critique, however, is too drastic. One should take note of the fact that most studies either looked into certain aspects of social capital only (notably into volunteering, trust and informal sociability), or they used a composite, additive measurement model of the various aspects of social capital. What is important here is that in the more recent literature on social capital there is a growing consensus that it is a multifaceted phenomenon, containing various dimensions and forms which may not necessarily correlate highly among each other (e.g. Rothstein, 2001; Healy, 2003; Johnston and Percy-Smith, 2003 ). An inescapable consequence of this is that, when studying the relationships between welfare-state regimes and welfare effort on the one hand, and social capital on the other hand, one should distinguish between different aspects or components of social capital and not lump them together. There is discussion about what types and functions of social capital can be distinguished (e.g. objective and subjective types; bonding, bridging and linking functions; see OECD, 2001 ), but there is also a growing consensus that empirical indicators of social capital can be grouped into three broad categories: social networks -relations within and between families and friends (informal sociability); involvement in community and organizational life (e.g. volunteering); public engagement (e.g. voting); social norms -shared civic values, norms and habits of cooperation; and social trust -generalized trust in social institutions and in other people (e.g. Putnam, 2000; Narayan and Cassidy, 2001; OECD, 2001; Rothstein, 2001) .
Assuming that social capital is indeed a multifaceted construct, then several empirical questions can be raised in a cross-national survey-based test of the crowding out hypothesis. The first question concerns the empirical validity of the multidimensionality of social capital. In other words, is there empirical proof that the various forms of social capital each capture specific aspects of the concept? If so, they should be reproduced by a factor analysis on the total set of indicators for all aspects.
A second and substantive question is whether welfare stateness has the same degree and direction of effect on all social-capital indicators. Or does its influence differ for people's participation in social networks, their social trust and their civic norms? In other words, does the validity of the crowding out perspective depend on the form of social capital concerned? Here it is difficult to formulate any specific expectations, since crowding out theories and ideas thus far have not differentiated in this sense between forms of social capital. Mostly they discuss various aspects of social relations, norms and trust that would be negatively affected by the welfare state, but do not question whether there are relative differences.
Third, when analysing the crowding out hypothesis cross-sectionally in a cross-national context the question about other country characteristics (that may also influence a population's social capital) becomes particularly important. It could be, for instance, that lower social-capital levels in a country are not so much related to its stronger welfare stateness, but to a higher level of wealth or affluence (as is suggested, for example, by Yankelovich, 1994; Kuhnle and Alestalo, 2000) , to a lower degree of religiosity among its population (Greeley, 1997; Smidt, 2003) , and/or to a higher degree of (income) inequality (Kawachi et al., 1997; Knack and Keefer, 1997; O'Connell, 2003) . When analysing the relation between welfarestate characteristics and social capital in a European context, one should control for such variables, the more so since they tend to co-vary with welfare-state characteristics, especially on a North-South axis. For instance, high welfare
The social capital of European Welfare States Table 1 ). Although the other European countries are more heterogeneous on these factors, it is nevertheless necessary to control for them. In doing so, one not only tests for alternative explanations of cross-national differences in levels of social capital, but one also gets information on the relative importance of welfarestate variables, compared to other features of national societies.
Fourth, controlling for confounding factors has its limits in the case of analyses at the aggregate level of countries, where the question is to what degree differences in national levels of social capital are related to a country's welfare stateness. This is because usually the number of country cases is too small for any substantial statistical elaboration of the relations found. But possibilities are greater when analysing the crowding out hypothesis at the individual level, where the question is whether (and if so, to what degree) individual people's social capital is related to characteristics of the welfare state in which they live. As in the case of the aggregate level analyses, we would like to assess the relative importance of such characteristics, compared to the other country characteristics we have just discussed, and compared to a set of personal qualities of people. In doing so, we will, additionally, get an idea of the various factors that determine why some people have higher or lower social capital than other people.
We should note explicitly, however, that it is not our analytical aim to explain differences in people's social capital in terms of the mechanisms of contextual influences, people's personal motivations, underlying attitudes and beliefs and so forth. This would go far beyond the scope of the article given the eight different indicators of social capital we analyse here. There is a growing body of literature on such explanations, for example with regard to active participation in voluntary organizations (Wilson, 2000; Bekkers, 2001; Dekker and Halman, 2003) , or regarding trust (e.g. Uslaner, 2002; Delhey and Newton, 2003) . We should also mention that we will not analyse the interrelations which may exist between the various aspects of people's social capital. Such interrelations do exist (although they appear to be not that strong) and they are the explicit subject of study (e.g Stolle and Rochon, 1999) , particularly regarding the relation between active participation in voluntary organizations (volunteering) and trust (Dekker and Uslaner, 2001) , or political engagement (Almond and Verba, 1989; .
Here we concentrate on the crowding out hypothesis, and try to assess the relative importance of welfare-state characteristics for people's social capital. The personal qualities we include in our analysis are the demographic variables of gender and age, class indicators (educational level, household income, whether one is unemployed or not), and cultural variables (religious denomination and frequency of church attendance, and political stance on a left-right scale).
We intend to answer these four questions in this article by empirically relating welfare-state characteristics and control variables to various aspects of social capital. We will analyse the crowding out hypothesis at the aggregate and the individual level.
Data and methods

Data
Our data source is the European Values Study (EVS) survey, which provides unique data from nationally representative samples of almost all European societies. The EVS questionnaire contains standardized cross-national measures of people's attitudes and beliefs in a broad range of important societal domains. Unfortu- nately, previous waves of EVS (1981, 1990) only tap a few dimensions of social capital, whereas the most recent 1999/2000 wave contains questions pertaining to almost all dimensions we need. Therefore we use data from this third wave. The survey was fielded in 33 countries throughout Europe [www.europeanvalues.nl] . We confine our analysis to those countries we have adequate data for at the time of analysis: France, the United Kingdom, Germany, Austria, Italy, Spain, Portugal, Greece, the Netherlands, Belgium, Denmark, Sweden, Finland, Ireland, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary, Bulgaria, and Slovenia. This means that at the aggregate level we have 23 units of analysis. The country samples consisted of at least 1,000 and at most 2,000 respondents each. Our pooled data-set contains 28,894 cases.
Dependent variables: a measurement model of social capital
We distinguish between the three main dimensions of social capital, as they appear in most of the literature: networks, trust and norms. The EVS data allow for several indicators for each dimension.
Social networks
The network dimension can be measured by five scales, referring to (passive and active) participation in voluntary organizations, informal sociability with friends and family, and political engagement. Participation in voluntary organizations is measured by the survey question that asks people whether they are passive or active members of a series of 14 voluntary organizations in various societal domains. 2 According to Putnam (1995) it does not matter so much in which kind of voluntary organizations people are engaged. Following his suggestion we constructed two scales: passive participation and active participation. Active participation teaches people to cooperate. Passive participation is a sign of commitment to the community or civil society. We just totalized the number of voluntary organizations people say they are a passive or active member of. Both scales run from low participation to high participation. From the scale of passive participation we excluded the organizations called 'trade unions' and 'religious organizations' because in some Scandinavian countries trade-union and church membership are more a matter of necessity or administrative practice than a voluntary choice. For instance, in Sweden and Denmark union membership is a requirement of eligibility for most social-security benefits. And Swedes score extremely high on membership of 'religious organizations' because they are for the most part automatically administered as members of the Lutheran Church. 3 The EVS survey contains several questions that can be used for measuring everyday sociability. People are asked about the time they spend with friends, about how important they regard relations with friends and family, and about the degree to which they are concerned about the living conditions of family. We constructed two scales. One measures social capital related to one's relations with friends, and the other to relations with family. Both scales have a range from low to high. There are two questions in the EVS questionnaire that tap political engagement. One asks respondents to tell whether they discuss politics with friends, and another whether they follow politics in the media. We added up the answers to both questions to form the scale for political engagement, which runs from low to high.
Social trust
Regarding the trust dimension, we distinguish between interpersonal trust and trust in institutions. Interpersonal trust is measured by respondents' answers to the question: 'Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you cannot be too careful in dealing with people?' Using this either/or question we can measure whether people are characterized by a high degree of The social capital of European Welfare States interpersonal trust or not. Institutional trust or confidence in institutions is the second dimension of trust. The EVS questionnaire contains a question pertaining to confidence in a great number of institutions. We selected the (welfare) state institutions of 'the police', 'the social security system', 'the health care system', 'parliament', 'the civil service' ' the justice system'. Institutional trust is measured as the Likert sum scale of answers to this question. This scale of institutional trust has an alpha reliability of .80 and ranges from low to high trust.
Social norms
This dimension refers neither to people's relations with others nor to their trust in others, but to particular attitudinal or behavioural characteristics of people themselves. Central here is people's trustworthiness, which refers to their civic commitment and morality. It is measured by means of a Likert sum scale constructed on the basis of the survey questions: 'Please tell me for each of the following statements whether you think it can always be justified, never be justified, or something in between . . . claiming state benefits you are not entitled to . . . cheating on tax if you have the chance . . . lying in your own interest . . . someone accepting a bribe in course of their duties'. The sum scale trustworthiness has an alpha reliability of .84 and ranges from weak to strong trustworthiness.
Independent variables
We will use welfare regime type and welfare effort as indicators for welfare-state characteristics. Concerning Western European countries, welfare regime type is measured with a modified Esping-Andersen typology that includes the four ideal types of the socialdemocratic Scandinavian, the liberal AngloSaxon, the conservative-corporatist Continental and the budding Mediterranean welfare regimes (Arts and Gelissen, 2002) . To this we add a group of former communist Eastern and Central European countries. With regard to the ideal types, we must note that not all the European countries classified in the literature as close approximations of a particular ideal type are included in our data-set (e.g. Norway, Switzerland), and that some included cases are usually classified as hybrids (e.g. Italy, the Netherlands). Regarding the Eastern and Central European countries , we do not assume that as a group they form a specific welfareregime type. Although they face similar challenges, differences in institutional design and in social structure are quite large. Nevertheless, compared to Western European countries they can presently be characterized as relatively centralistic, non-comprehensive or 'residual' welfare states, with mainly work-related social rights and relatively low levels of social spending (Standing, 1996; GVG, 2002; Kovacs, 2003; Lendvai, 2003) . 4 Welfare effort is measured by a country's total social spending as a percentage of GDP. Social spending includes expenditure on old-age cash benefits, disability, sickness, occupational injury and disease benefits, unemployment cash benefits and active labour-market programmes, and health. To average out some of the difference in GDP development between countries, which has a direct effect on the welfare effort percentage, we took the arithmetic means of welfare effort over a certain period. For the Western European countries, this period ranges from 1990 to 1998, and data are from the OECD Social Expenditure Database 2001. For the Eastern and Central European countries, data are less available, which is why we had to confine ourselves to the averaging out of the figures for 1996 and 1998, which we obtained from GVG (2002) . The OECD data and the GVG data have been calculated in different ways, which is why they are not directly comparable. However, they still reflect the fact that social spending is much less in the former communist countries of Central and Eastern Europe than it is in Western European countries. We measure a country's level of wealth by its 1994-9 average GDP relative to the yearly EU15 index in PPS (Purchasing Power In our individual level analysis we analyse the effects of a set of country-level structural and cultural variables, and a set of personal structural and cultural variables. To the first set belong welfare effort and welfare regime type, controlled for a country's level of wealth, income inequality and religious composition. For the latter, the percentage of Protestants is used only, because including also the percentage of Catholics leads to multicollinearity in our regression analyses. 5 The set of personal characteristics contains the structural characteristics of gender, age, household income, and educational level, as well as the cultural characteristics of religiousness and political left-right preference. Gender is a dummy variable (0 = male, 1 = female); age is measured in years passed since birth; level of education is measured by the highest level of education reached (8 categories); household income is measured by a self-rating in the deciles categories of a net household income scale; political stance is measured through self-placement on a 10-point left-right scale. Religiousness is indicated by denomination and frequency of church attendance.
Results
Empirical multidimensionality of social capital
To assess the empirical validity of our multidimensional measurement of social capital, we
The social capital of European Welfare States conducted a principal component, varimax rotated factor analysis on the set of all survey questions used in the various scales. The result is a number of factors that nicely reflect the separate scales (Table 2) . 6 Interpersonal trust does not form a factor since it is a one-item variable. Additional factor analyses for separate groups of countries, where countries were grouped according to welfarestate regime type, gave the same results in all cases. Our conclusion is that our measurement model is empirically valid and robust, and that indeed the various single items that are associated with social capital cluster into the indicator scales as specified in the existing literature.
The clear separation of factors after varimax rotation suggests that the scales constructed from the sets of factor-related items will be weakly correlated, if at all. This is confirmed by additional analyses which show that in our data-set the correlations between the various social-capital scales are between .012 and .199. All signs are positive, which means that there is a tendency for people who have more capital on one aspect also to have more on another. But the relations are so weak that the OECD's suggestion that one single aspect, notably trust, may be an acceptable proxy for the entire social capital of people (OECD, 2001: 45) has to be rejected.
A description of country scores
Before proceeding to tests of the crowding out hypothesis, Table 3 presents the individual countries' scores on the various scales of social capital, which gives an idea of the general level of social capital in, and its variation over, European countries.
On average, European citizens' trustworthiness 7 is on a high level (with a 34.6 average on a 4-40 scale), while their trust in institutions and in other people is moderate (with midscale scores on average). European citizens are passive and active members of on average .7 and .5 organizations respectively. Their contacts with and feelings towards family are strong (2.4 average on a 1-3 scale), and are clearly stronger than those towards friends (2.1 average on a 1-3 scale). Political engagement is moderately strong (on average a bit above midscale). Generally, very little is known yet about the kind of factors which can help to understand why the social-capital levels of countries differ. Especially with regard to volunteering, or active participation in voluntary organizations, cross-national studies have looked into the possible effects of differences in culture, national history, religious background, or economic situation. The main conclusion of such studies is, however, that volunteer rates cannot be consistently explained by any of these variables (e.g. Salamon and Anheier, 1998; Hodgkinson, 2003) .
However, what strikes one most is the remarkably small variation in social capital over the European countries as a whole. The coefficient of variation (standard deviation as percentage of the mean) of these scales is very low (15 percent or less), except for passive and active participation. But in these two cases the scores of all countries are within a range which covers only 20 percent and 30 percent of the full scale range, respectively. That is, there is variation, but within a relatively small range of the scale. All in all, the populations of the various European countries do not differ much in their trustworthiness, in the degree to which they have trust in institutions and in other people, participate passively or actively in voluntary organizations, and have contacts with and positive feelings towards friends and family. Neither do they differ much in their political engagement. Of course, some countries occupy rather extreme positions on some of the scales. For instance, trustworthiness is particularly low in Greece; with Lithuanians the Greeks also have particularly low trust in institutions. Interpersonal trust is clearly highest in the Scandinavian countries. The Dutch population has a remarkable high level of passive membership of voluntary organizations. 8 The Germans score exceptionally highly on 'friends'. Czech, Danish and Finnish people score very low on 'family', as opposed to Hungarians, Portuguese and Greek people. But again, on our measurement scales the extreme country scores are not that far from the overall means.
Aggregate level: crowding out and regime type
If the crowding out hypothesis would hold for all facets of social capital, one should expect as a pattern that social capital would be clearly lower in the comprehensive Scandinavian and Continental welfare states. Social capital should be higher in the more residual, or less developed liberal and Southern welfare states, and maybe even higher in the welfare states of Eastern and Central Europe. This, however, is not what Table 4 shows.
On the contrary, national levels of trustworthiness, passive participation in voluntary associations and spending time with and feelings towards family do not differ significantly among the regime types studied. Furthermore, in cases where social capital levels do differ, it is mostly in a direction opposite to what the crowding out hypothesis would predict. Trust in institutions and in other people is not lower, but higher in Scandinavian welfare states, and, especially, not higher but lower in Southern, Our conclusion can simply be that, at the aggregate level of welfare-state regime types, there is no evidence that supports the crowding out hypothesis. On the contrary, if anything, our findings suggest that there is a tendency for social capital levels to be somewhat higher in more developed welfare states, especially regarding trust and active participation. This conclusion begs the question of the precise causal relationship between welfare statism and social capital. The crowding out hypothesis typically assumes a uni-directional, inverse relationship. It is possible, however, that high levels of social spending are sustained by, for example, trust in institutions or that particular welfare-state regimes could develop in countries with relatively high levels of social capital. Unfortunately, however, our cross-sectional data do not allow analysis of causal directions.
Aggregate level: crowding out and welfare effort
According to the crowding out hypothesis welfare effort will be negatively correlated with social capital. Table 5 shows that this is not the case among European welfare states. On the contrary, it shows that countries which have higher public social spending also have higher national levels of trust in institutions, trust in other people, active and passive participation, and their citizens tend to have more contacts with and stronger feelings towards friends. National levels of trustworthiness, relations with family and political engagement do not correlate with welfare effort.
Because in Europe a country's wealth (GDP), its income inequality and its religious composition also tend to co-vary with its welfare effort, we have controlled for these characteristics and found that it is especially GDP and the percentage of Protestants living in a country that play a role. As Table 5 shows, the correlations between social capital and welfare effort become less strong if controlled for both factors. However, none of the statistically significant relationships turns negative. Therefore, we again conclude that there is no evidence at all in favour of the crowding out hypothesis; not even when a country's wealth, income inequality and religious composition are controlled for. 
Individual level: crowding out and other factors Crowding out
Apart from differences between countries, we are interested in differences between individuals. Which factors determine whether some individuals have higher social capital than others? One factor in which we are interested first is whether people's social capital depends on the type and size of the welfare state in which they live. The crowding out hypothesis would answer this question affirmatively, and posits a negative relationship between people's social capital and their country's total social spending. And it also posits that, ceteris paribus, social capital will be lower among people who live in the more developed and generous Scandinavian and Continental welfare states, while it will be higher among those living in the Anglo-Saxon, Southern, Eastern and Central European welfare states. The results of our tests of these hypotheses are shown in Table 6 , where we controlled for a number of other country and personal characteristics which were expected to be also related with people's social capital. Table 6 shows that people's social capital is related to the type of welfare state they live in, as well as to its degree of social spending. However, there is only little, and mixed, support for the crowding out hypothesis. The clearest case in which there is evidence for crowding out regards people's trustworthiness. Trustworthiness, or the degree to which people do not justify benefit and tax fraud, and bribing and lying, is lower in the Scandinavian and Continental welfare states of Europe, while it is higher in the less developed and comprehensive Anglo-Saxon and Southern welfare states. In addition, people's trustworthiness is also lower in countries that spend relatively more on welfare. In other words, in the case of trustworthiness, both welfare regime and welfare effort coefficients point to a welfarestate crowding out effect.
However, regarding all other social-capital scales the evidence is either mixed, or, as in most cases, the evidence rejects the crowding out hypothesis altogether. We find mixed evidence regarding political engagement, interpersonal trust and the degree to which people have contacts and are concerned with family members. Political engagement tends to be lower when welfare effort is higher, and in the The social capital of European Welfare States Notes: a X in case of the family scale the multivariate regression encountered multi-collinearity problems due to the high correlation between GDP and welfare effort (.779) in combination with the fact that the regime-type means of the scale differ sharply between the Scandinavian type and the other types. This makes it impossible to disentangle whether the specific score of the Scandinavian countries is more due to their high GDP or to their high welfare effort or to their distinct regime type. Given our central research question about the crowding out effect of welfare-stateness we omitted GDP from the analysis.
Other studies have found a negative relationship between economic development and a large importance attached to family ties (see e.g. Beugelsdijk and Smulders, 2003) . b Model including country and personal characteristics c Model including country characteristics only.
Scandinavian welfare states it is lower compared to the Continental and post-communist welfare states in Europe, which all fits the crowding out hypothesis. But political engagement is higher in Scandinavia compared to the Anglo-Saxon welfare states and at the same level as in the Southern European countries, which contradicts the hypothesis. Interpersonal trust is lower among people living in countries that spend more on welfare, as predicted by the crowding out hypothesis, but holding constant for other factors it is highest in the Scandinavian welfare states, compared to the other regime types, which contradicts the hypothesis. The degree to which people have contacts with and are concerned with family members is lowest in the Scandinavian welfare states, as one would expect on grounds of the crowding out hypothesis. But, welfare effort is positively correlated with the family scale, which means that, holding constant for other factors (including regime type), people tend to spend more time with family members, and are more concerned with them, when the country they live in spends more on welfare. 9 Rather than mixed evidence, there is clear evidence that rejects the crowding out hypothesis in the case of people's trust in institutions, their passive and active membership of voluntary associations, and the degree to which they spend time with friends and regard such contacts as important. People who live in countries that spend relatively more on welfare have higher (not lower) trust in institutions, they are passive and active members of more (not fewer) voluntary associations (also found by Salamon and Sokolowski, 2003 in a 24-country study), and they spend more (not less) time with friends and find these contacts more important. In addition, holding constant for other factors, these kinds of social capital are higher among people in the most comprehensive and generous regime type of the Scandinavian welfare states, compared to people living in other welfare regimes. This also contradicts the crowding out hypothesis. However, it has to be noted that there is no clear pattern of difference among these other regime types, with the exception that trust in institutions is particularly low in the Southern and post-communist welfare states of Europe, while people living in the latter also have particularly low trust in other people. Generally, then, people's institutional trust, their participation in voluntary organizations and their contacts with friends, are positively related to a country's relative welfare spending, and it makes a difference whether they live in a Scandinavian welfare state, or not. If they do, their social capital on these scales is higher.
In short, it matters for people's social capital in which type and size of welfare state they live. The effects of regime type and welfare effort are different for the various social-capital aspects. However, there is only evidence for a crowding out effect in the case of people's trustworthiness. In other cases, there is at best mixed evidence, but mostly our findings contradict the crowding out hypothesis altogether.
Other country characteristics
In addition to the regime type their country belongs to, and its degree of social spending, it makes a difference for people's social capital whether they live in a richer or poorer country, in countries with a smaller or larger income inequality, or in a country with a higher or lower proportion of Protestants. Table 6 shows that, with the exception of trust in institutions, all other types of social capital are higher among people who live in richer countries. Especially, in the case of passive and active participation in voluntary organizations, the effect of a country's GDP is relatively large compared to that of welfare spending and regime type. The relation between a country's economic state of affairs and social capital has become a much discussed issue. Empirical studies, as in our case, usually find a significant positive correlation (e.g. Knack and Keefer, 1997) . However, there is still discussion about the correct causal direction. Some claim that higher social capital stimulates economic growth (Fukuyama, 1995; Putnam, 2000) , while others argue that participation in networks and trust- ing other people require certain levels of material and immaterial (e.g. leisure time) resources, which are more available in economically more advanced countries (Kuhnle and Alestalo, 2000; Halman, 2003; Inglehart, 2003) . The effects of income inequality and the proportion of Protestants are not uni-directional. Regarding income inequality, Table 6 shows that in less equal countries people especially tend to have lower interpersonal trust (also found by Uslaner, 2002) , but more actively participate in voluntary organizations and are more family-oriented. As for Protestantism, because in the Scandinavian countries the proportion is very high (at around 80 percent) and does not vary much, and because regime type, welfare spending, income inequality and GDP are controlled for, the coefficients in Table 6 mainly refer to the effect the proportion of Protestants has in the other European countries. In these countries this proportion is much lower, compared to the Scandinavian countries, but varies rather strongly (from near to nil in Greece to 52 percent in the UK). Table 6 shows that people living in countries with a higher percentage of Protestants are on average more trustworthy, they are politically more engaged, and have more trust in other people. However, fewer of them are members of voluntary organizations, they spend less time with friends, and are less concerned with family. In other words, they are socially less active, but have a stronger civic and political orientation.
Personal characteristics
Among the various forms of social capital, active participation in voluntary organizations is the one that is most researched. From this research it is known that class variables, such as income and educational level, which reflect people's social resources, are positively related with volunteering (Hodgkinson and Weitzman, 1996; Wilson and Musick, 1998) . This also counts for some cultural characteristics, notably for people's religious practice. Volunteering tends to be higher among those who are members of church organizations and who attend church more frequently (Greeley, 1997; Dekker and De Hart, 2001; Halman, 2003; Smidt, 2003) . In addition, analyses of Eurobarometer and World Values Survey data have shown that also interpersonal trust is a form of social capital which is positively related with income and education (Newton, 1999; Delhey and Newton, 2003) . In line with these previous findings, Table 6 shows that there is a strong consistency in the effects classrelated characteristics have on the various aspects of social capital. People with a higher occupational level have more social capital generally, especially political engagement and passive and active participation, with the exception only of trust in institutions, which is somewhat lower among them. People from higher-income households generally have more social capital, except regarding trustworthiness and 'friends' capital, in which they do not differ from others. Being unemployed, which might also be seen as an indicator of (a lack of) social resources, is related with less social capital of all forms. The only exception is that unemployed people do not differ from others in the degree to which they value family relations. As regards people's religious practice, Table 6 shows consistent findings too. Social capital of all forms is higher among those who attend church more frequently. Less consistent is the effect of religious denomination. There are differences between Protestants, Catholics and people from other religions (Jews, Muslims, Hindus), but differences are specific for the various social-capital scales. A consistency that does exist is that, generally, the social capital of Protestants does not differ from those who say that they do not belong to a religion.
Regarding age, Table 6 shows that older people have more social capital, especially regarding trustworthiness and political engagement, with the exception only of spending time with friends, which they do much less. It is not known, and we cannot say from our crosssectional data, whether age-effects are the result of differences in generation, cohort or life stage. Regarding volunteering, data from the United States seem to suggest that there are generation or cohort effects, since volunteering most sharply increases among the older generations (Putnam, 2000) . However, in Europe this trend is not evident (Halman, 2003) .
The effect of gender clearly varies. Women are more trustworthy than men, and they have more family-based social capital, that is, they find family relations more important and are more concerned about their family. However, women are less politically engaged than men, they trust other people a little bit less, and they participate, actively or passively, less in voluntary organizations than men (see also Dekker and De Hart, 2001 ). These findings refute claims (e.g. by Lin, 2000) that, generally, women would have less social capital than men, and seem to confirm that women tend to participate more in informal networks, while men participate more in formal networks (Moore, 1990) .
Finally, Table 6 shows that being politically left or right is related to various aspects of social capital, such as political engagement, trust in other people, participation and family relations. Left-wing people tend to have more of these forms of social capital than do rightwing people. Strikingly, the relation between people's social capital and democratic attitudes has been given quite some attention (Billiet and Cambree, 1999; Newton, 1999; Halman, 2003) , but the relation with political ideology is strongly under-researched. One study shows that, in Minnesota, liberal people appeared to have more social capital, defined in terms of social trust, civic participation, organized social involvement, and informal social interaction, compared to conservative people (Stark, 2003) . Our findings are in line with Stark's, in as far as our European-type 'leftright' scale corresponds to an American 'liberal-conservative' scale. Why left-wing or liberal people would have higher levels of social capital is difficult to say for the moment. Stark suggests that liberals organize more in certain groups as trade unions. In our view there might be a more basic explanation, referring to left-wing people possessing more of the attitudes that are closer to a socialist perspective of other-directedness, mutual responsibility and collectivistic orientation, compared to right-wing people whose attitudes might be closer to conservative thinking about the primacy of individual interests and freedom.
Discussion and conclusions
A recurrent critique on the welfare state is that it crowds out private obligations, resulting in voluntary, familial, communal and other interpersonal ties tending to weaken, people losing their sense of collective and communal responsibilities and morality, and eventually having less trust in their fellow citizens and in social institutions. In other words, the welfare state crowds out social capital. Although the research literature on social capital is vast and still growing, the empirical evidence on the crowding out hypothesis (i.e. on the relationship between social capital on the one hand and welfare spending and welfare comprehensiveness on the other hand) remains under-explored. Findings are sometimes contradictory, and there is variation in the measurement of social capital. Ideally, exploring and testing the hypothesis would require crossnational, longitudinal data on the various aspects of the multifaceted concept of social capital and on welfare-state development. Regrettably, such data are not available.
In this article we explored the crowding out hypothesis on the basis of data from the European Values Survey wave 1999/2000 for 23 European countries. These regard crosssectional data, which do not allow us to be conclusive about the causal direction of the relationships between welfare policy and social capital we found. However, compared to the (few) other (mostly cross-sectional) comparative studies on the hypothesis, our study contains more recent data, for a larger number of countries; instead of focusing on a single dimension of social capital, we use an eightscale measurement model of social capital, in order to capture its three basic dimensions of networks, trust and norms; we explore the relationship between welfare (regime type, social spending) and social capital at both country and individual level, and we control for confounding factors that may be related to social capital.
After a factor analysis-based empirical validation of our measurement model of social capital, and having found that between European countries the variation in national levels of social capital is relatively small, we explored the crowding out hypothesis.
At the aggregate country level we found no evidence at all in favour of the hypothesis. Between regime types, levels of some forms of social capital do not or only slightly differ. For example, the conclusion of Scheepers et al. (2002) that social contacts of elderly people with family and friends are on average substantially higher in Mediterranean welfare states compared to Scandinavian ones does not hold if looking at not only elderly people but at all the adults of European welfare states, while differences in other forms are in a direction opposite to what the crowding out hypothesis would predict. If anything, our findings at the aggregate level refute the crowding out hypothesis and corroborate Rothstein's claim that various forms of social capital are on the contrary relatively high in universal, Scandinavian welfare states (Rothstein, 2001 ). In addition, welfare effort, a country's social spending as a percentage of GDP, is either positively related with social-capital scales, or not at all, even when controlled for countries' wealth, income inequality and religious composition.
At the individual level we found that it does matter for people's social capital in which type of welfare state they live and how comprehensive welfare arrangements are. But again, there is no straightforward confirmation of the crowding out hypothesis. The effects of regime type and welfare effort are different for the various social-capital aspects. There is only evidence for a crowding out effect in the case of people's trustworthiness, which tends to be lower in countries that spend more on welfare, as well as in Scandinavian and Continental welfare states, compared to the other types.
Our measure of trustworthiness partly focuses on the degree to which people justify tax and benefit fraud. Apparently, people living in 'heavy' welfare states are morally relatively 'lax' on these issues. With regard to other forms of social capital, there is at best mixed evidence (where welfare regime and welfare effort have opposite effects regarding crowding out processes), but mostly our findings contradict the crowding out hypothesis altogether (where both the influence of regime type and of welfare effort contradict the hypothesis).
As expected in a European context, we found that other country characteristics play a role in people's social capital too. With the exception of trust in institutions, all other types of social capital are higher among people who live in richer countries. This is especially the case with regard to people's active and passive membership of voluntary organizations. One could see this as supporting the theory that volunteering depends on the resources people can avail themselves of (see e.g. Salamon and Sokolowski, 2003) . The influence of a country's income inequality and religious composition depend on the form of social capital at issue. The detrimental effect of comprehensive welfare (both regime and effort) on trustworthiness could mean that a possible erosion of norms of civic cooperation is of greater concern than the alleged decline in associational life emphasized by Putnam, or the supposed decrease in social contacts underlined by Costa and Kahn (cf. Knack and Keefer, 1997) .
Next to country characteristics, people's social capital depends on their personal traits. Generally, social capital of various forms is class and resource-related, i.e. it is higher among people with higher incomes, with more education, and among those who are not unemployed. Social capital is also culturally determined, i.e. related to value systems, because it tends to be higher among people who attend church more frequently, and who have a more left-wing political ideology. As for gender, there is some evidence in our data that supports the idea that women tend to have more informal types of social capital, com- 8 Additional analyses showed that there is no particular single type of voluntary association that the Dutch, or the Swedes (who are second highest on 'passive participation'), are a member of. The Dutch, and to a lesser extent also the Swedes, have higher membership rates for organizations as diverse as those concerned with welfare, culture, the third world, environment, professional organizations and sports and recreation. These typically high participation rates among the Dutch and Swedish populations are also reported by . They put them in perspective by pointing out that individuals' participation may differ between countries depending on the presence of organizations of which one could be a member. We do not agree with their suggestion that, therefore, actual participation rates indicating social capital should be corrected for such differences, because the existence of organizations in itself is also indicative of a society's level of social capital. 9 This is in accordance with the findings of Wall et al. (2001) for Portugal. They argue that the fact that public policy in the Mediterranean type of welfare regime insists on family responsibilities for caring does not mean that primary social networks in fact fulfil this social protection role.
